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ABSTRACT 
An audit was conducted to determine whether the U.S. 

Department of Education had implemented adequate management controls to 
administer the Gaining Early Awareness and Readiness for Undergraduate 
Programs (GEAR UP) in accordance with legislative, regulatory, and internal 
administrative requirements. The focus was on the fiscal year 2000 grant 
competition from the development of the application Technical Review Plan to 
the awarding of grant funds. The audit found that the GEAR UP office did not 
establish and follow management controls necessary to assure that it 
administered the program in accordance with requirements. It was found that 
the Department did not assure that GEAR UP officials informed Grants Policy 
and Oversight Service when changes were made with GEAR UP program staff and 
officials holding warrant authority. Nor did the Department assure that GEAR 
UP staff followed the Department's Technical Review Plan or established a 
monitoring plan as prescribed. Steps had not been taken to ensure that GEAR 
UP staff completed steps to determine eligibility prior to awarding grant 
funds and that completed technical review forms were adequately reviewed. 
Recommendations were made to require GEAR UP officials to change procedures 
to comply with legislative, regulatory, and their own internal requirements. 
An appendix contains the initial responses of the Department of Education to 
these findings. (SLD) 
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NOTICE 

Statements that management practices need improvement, as well as other 
conclusions and recommendations in this report, represent the opinions of the 

Office of Inspector General. Determination of corrective action to be taken will be 
made by appropriate Department of Education officials. 

In accordance with the Freedom of Information Act (5  U.S.C. Section 552), reports issued 
by the Office of Inspector General are available, if requested, to members of the 

press and general public to the extent information contained therein is not subject 
to exemptions in the Act. 
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Audit of Gaining Early Awareness and Readiness for Undergraduate 
Programs 

Executive Summary 

We found that the U.S. Department of Education’s (the Department) Gaining Early Awareness 
and Readiness for Undergraduate Program (GEAR UP) office did not establish and follow 
management controls necessary to assure that it administered the program in accordance with 
legislative, regulatory and internal administrative requirements. Effective management controls 
help safeguard assets, ensure the reliability ofaccounting data, promote efficient operations, and 
ensure compliance with established policies. 

Specifically, we found that the Department did not assure that: 

0 GEAR UP officials informed Grants Policy and Oversight Service (GPOS) when changes 
were made with GEAR UP program staff and officials holding warrant authority, 

0 GEAR UP program staff followed the Department’s Technical Review Plan in reviewing 
budget data submitted by applicants prior to awarding grant funds, 

0 GEAR UP officials established and implemented a monitoring plan as prescribed in the 
Technical Review Plan, 

0 GEAR UP program staff completed the necessary steps to determine eligibility prior to 
awarding grant funds, and 

0 GEAR UP program staff adequately reviewed the completed technical review forms and 
panel summary sheets for completion and mathematical accuracy as required by the 
Technical Review Plan. 

We recommend that the Assistant Secretary for Postsecondary Education require that GEAR UP 
officials and staff follow: 

1. Policies and procedures in place to inform GPOS when changes are made to warrant status of 
GEAR UP program staff and officials; 
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2. Procedures in reviewing budgets for assurance that all expenditures and matching costs are 
allowable according to applicable federal regulations; 

3. ED Directive, GPA 1 - 10 1 - Monitoring Discretionary Grants and Cooperative Agreements, 
issued March 24, 1994, and prepare a strategic monitoring plan, annual monitoring plan, and 
annual report as a means of providing assurance that Federal grant funds are being 
safeguarded; 

4. Procedures in place to determine eligibility of applications prior to consideration for funding; 
and 

5 .  Control procedures in place to ensure that all reviews of applications are conducted in 
accordance with guidelines established by GEAR UP officials. 

Officials of the Gaining Early Awareness and Readiness for Undergraduate Program did not 
provide any additional comments to the draft audit report. Appendix A to this report contains the 
Department’s initial response, dated April 23, 200 1 , to our preliminary findings. 
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Audit Results 

We found that GEAR UP officials did not establish and follow management controls necessary 
to assure that they administered GEAR UP in accordance with legislative, regulatory and internal 
administrative requirements. GEAR UP officials did not assure that: (1) GPOS was notified 
when changes were made with GEAR UP program staff holding warrants, (2) program staff 
followed the Department’s Technical Review Plan in reviewing budget data submitted by 
applicants prior to awarding grant funds, (3) a monitoring plan was established and implemented 
as prescribed in the Technical Review Plan, (4) program staff completed the steps necessary to 
determine eligibility prior to awarding grant funds, and ( 5 )  program staff adequately reviewed 
the technical review forms and panel summary sheets for completion and mathematical accuracy 
as required by the Technical Review Plan. 

Finding No. 1 - GEAR UP Officials Did Not Notify GPOS of Changes Regarding 
Warrants Issued to GEAR UP Personnel 

Grants Policy and Oversight Service (GPOS) were not provided changes of Gaining Early 
Awareness and Readiness for Undergraduate Programs (GEAR UP) personnel in order to 
provide an accurate list of program officials and staff that have warrant authority to obligate 
GEAR UP grant finds. The list provided by GPOS did not identify the name of the official who 
obligated the funding for the 2000 grants. In addition, we found former GEAR UP program staff 
and a former GEAR UP official listed as still holding warrant authority under the GEAR UP 
program. 

The policy Procedures to Obtain A Warrant to Obligate Discretionary Grant Funds established 
by the Office of the Chief Financial Officer (OCFO) states that the Department authorizes the 
Principal Office’s (PO) Senior Officer to designate certain persons to obligate grant funds. To 
obligate the funds that person or persons must obtain an official warrant signed and issued by the 
Director of the OCFO’s GPOS. In addition, it is the respomibility of the Executive Office to 
notify GPOS when it wants to revise or cancel a warrant when the person transfers or leaves the 
Department. 
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GEAR UP officials did not inform GPOS when changes were made with GEAR UP program 
staff holding warrants. It is the responsibility of the Executive Office to notify GPOS when 
revisions or cancellations of warrants are necessary, including changes in programs for which 
warrants can be authorized and authorization amounts. GEAR UP officials were not maintaining 
the necessary management and quality controls to safeguard Federal discretionary grant funds. 
The lack of accurate warrant lists could result in the unauthorized obligation of discretionary 
grant funds. 

When we brought this matter to the attention of Department officials, they did not fully concur. 
The Department stated that the person who had obligated the FY 2000 funds held a warrant of 
the correct size for the Office of Postsecondary Education (OPE). Therefore, this official had 
authority to obligate the GEAR UP funds. As discussed in the body of the finding, without the 
necessary controls to assure an accurate listing of officials who are authorized to obligate 
particular discretionary grant funds, these funds could be obligated inappropriately. The 
obligation of FY 2000 GEAR UP grant funds was one aspect of the overall finding. In addition 
to this official not being identified on the list provided to us from GPOS officials, we also found 
that former GEAR UP staff, as well as one former Department of Education employee were still 
listed as having current warrant authority under the GEAR UP program. According to 
documentation from GPOS, it is the responsibility of the Executive Office to request revision or 
cancellation of a warrant when the person transfers or leaves the Department. 

Reconzmendations 

We recommend that the Assistant Secretary for Postsecondary Education require that: 

1.1 GEAR UP officials adhere to current policies and procedures to inform GPOS when 
changes are made to GEAR UP staff and officials with authority to obligate discretionary 
grant fimds (warrant status). 

1.2 GEAR UP officials provide an updated list to reflect only the current GEAR UP warrants 
issued to GEAR UP officials, thereby deleting program staff members who are no longer 
assigned to GEAR UP. 
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Finding No.2 - GEAR UP Officials Did Not Review Budgets Prior to Awarding 
Grant Funds 

We found that GEAR UP staff did not follow the Department’s Technical Review Plan in 
reviewing budget data submitted by applicants prior to awarding grant funds. Program staff 
informed us that proposed budgets included in the grant applications were not reviewed until 
after the funding slate had been approved and the awards had been made. As part of the overall 
grant application, for a grantee to be considered, the application must include a section detailing 
its proposed budget for the project. The GEAR UP application booklet (2000) indicates that 15 
out of the 100 possible points available would be given for “Adequacy of Resources.” In 
determining the adequacy of resources, the Secretary considers the following factors: 

The adequacy of support, including facilities, equipment, supplies and other 
resources, from the applicant organization or the lead applicant organization. 
The relevance and demonstrated commitment of each partner in the proposed 
project to the implementation and success of the project. 
The extent to which the costs are reasonable in relation to the number of 
persons to be served and the anticipated results and benefits. 
The potential for continued support of the project after Federal funding ends, 
including, as appropriate, the demonstrated commitment of appropriate 
entities to such support. 

GEAR UP program staff did not obtain a determination of whether the proposed expenditures 
and partner resources were allowable prior to awarding grants funds. This is contrary to 
Education Department General Administrative Regulations (EDGAR) 9 74.25(a), which says 
that the budget plan for the project is approved during the award process. 

Each step in the Technical Review Plan needs to be completed to ensure the integrity of the 
award process and that all grant applications being considered meet applicable criteria. By not 
following its own written plan, GEAR UP management could approve a grant application that 
does not meet all of the elements of an eligible entity. It is the responsibility of GEAR UP 
management to assure that program staff follows the Technical Review Plan in its entirety before 
awarding grant funds. 
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Recommendation 

We recommend that the Assistant Secretary for Postsecondary Education require: 

2.1 GEAR UP officials and staff to follow its procedures in reviewing budgets for assurance 
that all expenditures and matching costs are allowable according to applicable federal 
regulations. 

Finding No. 3 - The GEAR UP Program Did Not Have a Plan for Monitoring 
Grant Activity 

We found that the Department had not followed the ED Directive, GPAl - 10 1 - Monitoring 
Discretionary Giants and Cooperative Agreements, and its own Technical Review Plan, in the 
area of developing and implementing a monitoring plan. 

0 ED Directive, GPA 1 - 10 1 - Monitoring Discretionary Grants and Cooperative 
Ameements provides a framework for monitoring discretionary grants and cooperative 
agreements in the Department of Education by establishing Department-wide standards 
that give general guidance to Principal Officers for preparing their monitoring plans and 
reports; developing monitoring methods, instruments, and procedures that are appropriate 
to each Principal Office; using information obtained through monitoring to improve 
program performance and service; meeting legislative intent; and achieving the goal of 
improving education. The directive indicates that all Principal Offices must develop and 
maintain a Strategic Monitoring Plan and an Annual Monitoring Plan. Further each 
Principal Offices must also submit an annual report as a means of providing assurance 
that Federal grant funds are being safeguarded. 

0 The Technical Review Plan for State and Partnership Grants for FY 2000 states that a 
plan will be established to implement program staff monitoring and technical assistance. 

At the time of our review, GEAR UP management had not committed to monitoring grant funds 
nor had they hllowed their own Technical Review Plan. GEAR UP officials and program staff 
informed us that a monitoring policy did not exist at the time of our review. GEAR UP program 
staff stated that providing technical assistance to grantees, not monitoring, was their primary 
focus. Moreover, GEAR UP officials have told program staff that there would be no site visits to 
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grantees. GEAR UP program staff also informed us that they have not been instructed on how to 
monitor grant activity. One of the risks of not monitoring grant funds, through site monitoring 
visits, is that a grantee may be using Federal funds for purposes other than intended and this 
abuse may go undetected. 

When we brought this matter to the attention of Department officials, they concurred withour 
finding. We were informed that all GEAR UP staff received training in conducting onsite 
reviews in September 2001 and each will participate in two onsite institutional reviews during 
fiscal year 2002. The Department’s written preliminary response, dated April 23,2001, 
indicated that GEAR UP officials have contacted Program Monitoring and Information 
Technology (PMIT) for guidance on drafting an appropriate monitoring plan. 

Recommendations 

We recommend that the Assistant Secretary for Postsecondary Education require: 

3.1 GEAR UP officials develop and implement a strategic monitoring plan, annual 
monitoring plan, and annual report as indicated in the ED Directive, GPAl-101 - 
Monitoring Discretionary Grants and Cooperative Agreements. 

3.2 GEAR UP officials consider the use of grant fund monitoring as a means of providing 
assurance that Federal grant funds are being safeguarded. 

3.3 GEAR UP management implement training plans for individual program staff members, 
especially in the area of monitoring grant funds. 

Finding No. 4 - Eligibility Checklists Not Completed 

We found that the checklists utilized by GEAR UP program staff to determine applicants’ 
eligibility were not completed. The three-page document consisted of general questions such as: 

Are 50 percent of the students in the participating school(s) eligible for free or reduced 
lunch? 
Are there at least four partners? 
Is there a 50 percent match over five years in cash or inkind? 0 
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The majority of the questions require only a checkmark indicating “yes” or “no.” There were 
some questions that required a brief narrative explanation. According to the Director of the 
GEAR UP program, the checklist was a voluntary procedure implemented by the program office. 
However, the Technical Review Plan for the GEAR UP State Grants and Partnership Grants for 
Fiscal Year (FY) 2000 requires GEAR UP program staff to screen all accepted applications for 
eligibility prior to the review process. By not determining eligibility prior to selecting grantees 
for funding, applicants not eligible for GEAR UP grants potentially could receive funding, and 
review resources are expended on applications that are not eligible for consideration. 

For our review, we analyzed 21 checklists, which encompassed 14 partnership and 7 state grant 
applications. These 21 checklists were selected from the sample generated for analysis of 
reviewer scores for the FY 2000 GEAR UP grant competition. Checklists were only completed 
on grant applications that were selected for funding; therefore, all 21 of the applicants we 
selected for review received finding in FY 2000. 

We found that: 

GEAR UP program staff reviewed eligibility only after the review process for applications 
selected for funding had been completed. 

Twenty of the 21 checklists were missing answers for at least one question. The most 
skipped question dealt with verification that 50 percent of students in participating schools 
were eligible for free or reduced lunch, a major eligibility requirement of the legislation. 

Twelve of the 21 checklists did not have a narrative response with an answer or an 
explanation for the lack of an answer to questions that required a response. Again, the 
majority contained no explanation addressing the verification of the students eligible for free 
or reduced lunch. 

The Department concurred with our finding and made revisions to the Technical Review Plan for 
the 2001 competition to complete all eligibility checks prior to the application being read or 
scored. When we brought the matter regarding incomplete checklists to the Department’s 
attention, its response stated that the checklist is not mandatory and was designed as an internal 
document to merely identify all mandatory criteria and listed all essential assurances that the 
applications must contain. When staff knew that an applicant met the eligibility criteria or the 
eligibility was checked in another manner, the checklists were not completed. The response 
continued by stating that all applications were carehlly and thoroughly reviewed to determine 
eligibility and no grants were awarded to applicants who were not eligible to participate. 
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GEAR UP program staff did not perform the eligibility screening until after the review process 
had been completed. The timing of  the review did not follow the guidance contained in the 
Technical Review Plan, which required program staff to screen all qualified applications for 
eligibility prior to the review process. Further, documentation should be maintained to support 
review of grant applications for eligibility. 

Recommendation 

We recommend that the Assistant Secretary for Postsecondary Education assure that GEAR UP 
program officials: 

4.1 Follow the procedures in place for determining the eligibility of an applicant prior to 
submitting the application for review. 

Finding No. 5 - Sample of Technical Review Forms and Panel Summary Sheets 
Revealed Errors 

Our objective was to determine if the scores from the individual reviewer’s technical review 
forms were transferred correctly to the panel summary sheets and then to the funding slate. We 
found technical review forms and panel summary sheets completed by reviewers contained 
errors related to either transferring the wrong scores to summary sheets or simple mathematical 
errors in calculating the scores. According to the Technical Review Plan, program staff were 
responsible for reviewing all forms and checking for completeness andor any major 
discrepancies. It further states that it is the role of program staff to review completed technical 
review forms for their mathematical accuracy, completion, consistency, and quality of comments 
in justifying scores. To address our objective, we selected a sample of partnership applications 
for review; in addition, we reviewed all FY 2000 state applications. Below are the results of the 
review. 

Partnership Applications 

From the 258 FY 2000 GEAR UP partnership grant applications received, we randomly selected 
50 applications for review. The universe included both funded and non funded applications from 
the FY 2000 competition. We reviewed the individual reviewer technical review forms and 
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panel summary sheets for each of the selected applications. We determined that 43 of the 50 
partnership applications reviewed contained some form of discrepancy. 

Our review of the 50 partnership applications scored yielded the following results: 

Thirteen of the 50 applications contained some error on the technical review form or panel 
summary sheet related to the scores that reviewers assigned to GEAR UP grant applications. 
None of the errors on the 13 applications resulted in any material impact on the applicants, Q., 

keeping them out of the fundable range of scores or placing them in this range when they should 
not have been. The largest difference on the technical review forms for the 13 applications was 
two points, which yielded an average score difference of more than half a point. One error 
resulted from scores being reversed between two criterions when the scores were transferred 
from the individual criteria pages to the summary page. This reversal resulted in no change to 
the total score. The differences noted would not have moved any of the applications into the 
fundable range as their average scores were well below the funding cut-off. 

In other instances, individual reviewers brought forward incorrect scores, failed to bring forward 
changed scores, did not initial changes made, or reviewer comments were typed not written. For 
the FY 2000 grant competition, none of the errors found in our review adversely affected any of 
the applications. 

State Applications 

We reviewed all 21 state grant applications that the GEAR UP program office received for FY 
2000; seven of these states received hnding. The universe included both funded and non- fhded  
applications from the FY 2000 competition. We reviewed the individual reviewer technical 
review forms and panel summary sheets for each of the applications. We determined that 15 of 
the 21 State applications reviewed contained some form of discrepancy. Two of the 15 
applications contained math errors. Other discrepancies noted consisted of typed comments 
instead of written, incomplete checklists, checklists indicating comments were written in ink 
when they were typed, changes made were mt initialed and in one instance scores were written 
in pencil. 

For the FY 2000 grant competition, none of the errors found in our review adversely affected any 
of the applicants. The differences we found in average score would not have moved any 
applicants into or out of the hndable range. 
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Not following written procedures already in place could jeopardize the integrity of the review 
process by funding applications in error. Further, applications that should be funded may not 
rank high enough to receive an award if changes are not carried forward correctly. This could 
potentially affect whether an applicant receives funding. 

The Reviewers’ Handbook: Instructional Handbook for the 2000 GEAR UP Grant Review 
Process--stated that reviewers were to write their evaluations in ink. The Technical Review Plan 
also required reviewers to independently change their scores and edit or amend their comments 
in ink. 

The Department agreed that there were errors in the technical review forms and Panel Summary 
Sheets. The Department stated that in the new Technical Review Plan for the 2001 competition, 
changes would be instituted to minimize the possibility of errors in the review process. No 
scores will be logged in as complete without approval from both a Department of Education 
employee serving as a panel monitor and another Department of Education employee serving in 
the control room. To further address this concern, the Department plans to dedicate one staff 
member in the control room to check for mathematical errors, transposed numbers, and incorrect 
transfer of numbers from the technical review forms to the panel summary sheets. In addition, 
the guidance for readers has been changed to indicate specifically that reviewers may write in ink 
or type their comments. 

Recommendation 

We recommend that the Assistant Secretary for Postsecondary Education assure that: 

5.1 GEAR UP management follows the procedures it has in place for the application review 
process. 
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Background 

Congress authorized the Gaining Early Awareness and Readiness for Undergraduate Programs 
(GEAR UP) as part of the Higher Education Amendments of 1998 (Public Law 105-244). The 
GEAR UP program is designed to accelerate the academic achievement of cohorts of 
disadvantaged middle and secondary school students. The goal is to support institutions of 
higher education, local schools, community-based organizations, businesses, and States in 
working together to help students and their parents gain needed knowledge and strengthen 
academic programs and student services in the schools. GEAR UP provides two types of 
competitive grants, partnership and state, that supports early college preparation and awareness 
activities at the local and state levels. OPE’S Policy, Planning, and Innovation Office currently 
administers the GEAR UP program. GEAR UP grants are five years in length. 

Partnership grants are submitted on behalf of a locally designed partnership between one or more 
local education agencies acting on behalf of an elementary or secondary school, one or more 
degree-granting institution of higher education, and at least two community organizations or 
entities. These other entities could include such organizations as arts groups, businesses, 
religious groups, college student otganizations, state agencies, family organizations, or parent 
groups. Partnership grants must include an early intervention component. The maximum annual 
Federal contribution under Partnership grants is $800 per each student served. The early 
intervention component involves the project providing early college awareness and preparation 
activities for participating students through comprehensive mentoring, counseling, outreach, and 
supportive services. 

For state grants, the governor of a state designates which state agency will apply for and 
administer a GEAR UP grant. State projects must include both early intervention and 
scholarship components. The scholarship component means a project shali establish or maintain 
a financial assistance program that awards scholarships to GEAR UP eligible students so that 
they may attend institutions of higher education. Partnership grants have the option of including 
a scholarship component. 

The Department’s 1999 Performance Reports and 2001 Plans, as submitted under the 
requirements of the Government Performance and Results Act (GPRA), contains the GEAR UP 
program objectives and indicators for measuring program success. The GEAR UP program 
supports this objective and has as its goal to ensure that disadvantaged middle school and 
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secondary school students are prepared for, pursue, and succeed in postsecondary education. The 
Department’s measures address the following areas related to students participating in the GEAR 
UP program. The objectives are to increase: 

+ Academic performance and preparation for postsecondary education of participating 
students; 

+ High school graduation rates and participation in postsecondary education of participating 
students; and 

+ Educational expectations for participating students and student and family knowledge of 
postsecondary education options, preparation, and financing. 

Section 404A of the Higher Education Act of 1965 (HEA), as added by Public Law 105-244, 
authorizes the Secretary to establish a program that-- 

(1) encourages eligible entities to provide or maintain a guarantee to eligible low 
income students who obtain a secondary school diploma (or its recognized 
equivalent), of the financial assistance necessary to permit the students to attend 
an institution of higher education; and 
supports eligible entities in providing-- 
(A) additional counseling, mentoring, academic support, outreach, and supportive 

services to elementary school, middle school, and secondary school students 
who are at risk of dropping out of school; and 

(B) information to students and their parents about the advantages of obtaining a 
postsecondary education and the college financing options for the students 
and their parents. 

(2) 

The intent of the GEAR UP program, as expressed in the legislative history surrounding the law, 
is to provide low income children with the assurance that financial aid for postsecondary 
education would be available, as well as connecting these children with mentoring and support 
services to enable them to succeed. The program, based upon GEAR UP program 
documentation, addresses the challenge of helping more low income students become prepared 
academically and financially to enter into and succeed in college. According to documentation 
we reviewed, measuring these areas provides a means of adequately gauging the success of the 
GEAR UP program. 
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The first GEAR UP grant was awarded in fiscal year 1999. During this first award year, the 
Department awarded 164 partnership grants and 21 state grants. In 2000, 73 partnership grants 
and seven state grants were awarded. GEAR UP appropriations for 1999 totaled $120 million, 
with $200 million appropriated in 2000. 
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Objectives, Scope, and Methodology 

The purpose of our audit was to determine if the Department had implemented adequate 
management controls to administer the GEAR UP program in accordance with legislative, 
regulatory, and its own internal administrative requirements. We focused on the FY 2000 grant 
competition from the development of the application Technical Review Plan to the awarding of 
grant funds. In addition, we determined whether the measures established for the GEAR UP 
program as contained in the Department’s annual performance plan, under the Government 
Performance and Results Act (GPRA), adequately addressed the program goals as defined by the 
enacting legislation. 

To accomplish our audit objectives, we reviewed applicable laws and Federal regulations 
governing the enactment of the GEAR UP program. In addition, we conducted interviews with 
program officials and staff in the GEAR UP office located in Washington, D.C. and obtained and 
analyzed documentation related to the project. We reviewed all 2 1 funded and no* funded state 
applications and randomly selected 50 of the 258 funded and non-funded partnership 
applications that the GEAR UP office received for consideration during the FY 2000 grant 
competition. 

We conducted our fieldwork at the GEAR UP program office during the periods November 6-9 
and November 28-30,2000. We conducted an exit conference at the GEAR UP office on April 9, 
2001. We continued to collect and analyze information and the GEAR UP written response to 
our preliminary findings, dated April 23,2001, in our office through July 2001. We discussed 
our findings with GEAR UP officials again on March 11,2002. Our audit was conducted in 
accordance with government auditing standards appropriate to the scope of the review described 
above. 
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Statement on Management Controls 

As part of our audit, we assessed the Department’s management controls applicable to the scope 
of this review. This assessment included a determination of whether the processes used by the 
Department’s GEAR UP office related to the area of compliance with Federal regulations; and 
internal policies and procedures provided a reasonable level of assurance that the GEAR UP 
program is being appropriately administered. 

For the purpose of this report, we assessed and classified the significant management controls 
into the following categories: 

0 

Reviewers’ scores 
Funding slate 

Development and implementation of the Technical Review Plan 

Because of inherent limitations and the limited nature of our review, a study and evaluation made 
for the limited purposes described above would not necessarily disclose all material weaknesses 
in the control structure. However, our assessment disclosed weaknesses at the Department’s 
GEAR UP office related to the area of compliance with Federal regulations, as well as with 
internal policies and procedures. These weaknesses are discussed in the Audit Results section of 
this report. 
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Exhibit 1 
GEAR UP Criteria 

Definition of Eligible Entity: Section 404A(c) of the HEA defines an eligible grant recipient for 
the GEAR UP Program as - 

(1) a State; or 

(2) a partnership consisting o f -  

(A) one or more local educational agencies acting on behalf of - - 
(i) one or more elementary schools or secondary schools; and 
(ii) the secondary schools that students from the schools described in clause (i) 

would normally attend; 
(J3) one or more degree granting institutions of higher education; and 
(C) at least two community organizations or entities, such as businesses, professional 

associations, community-based organizations, philanthropic organizations, State 
agencies, institutions or agencies sponsoring programs authorized under subpart 
4, or other public or private agencies or organizations. 

Program Regulations: GEAR UP program regulations (34 C.F.R. $5 694.2 and 694.3) specify 
that if a partnership or State applicant has chosen the cohort method for providing early 
intervention services, the applicant must provide service to at least one entire grade level (cohort) 
of students beginning not later than the 7'h grade. The cohort to be served must be from a 
participating school that has a 7'h grade and at least 50 percent of the students must be eligible 
for'free or reduced-price lunch under the National School Lunch Act. An exception in 9694.3 (a) 
states that a cohort may consist of all the students in a particular grade level at one or more 
participating schools who reside in public housing as defined in section 3(b) (1) of the United 
States Housing Act of 1937. 

GEAR UP program regulations (34 C.F.R. $ 694.7) further define the matching requirements for 
a partnership. For a GEAR UP partnership, the applicant must state the percentage of cost of t k  
GEAR UP project that the partnership will provide each year from nonFedera1 funds and 
comply with this percentage for each year of the project period. The nonFedera1 share of the 
cost of the GEAR UP project must be not less than 50 percent of the total cost over the project 
period. The regulations stipulate that a partnership with three or fewer institutions of higher 
education as members may provide less than 50 percent, but not less than 30 percent, of the total 
cost over the project period if it includes the following: 
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+ A fiscal agent that is eligible to receive funds under Title V (Hispanic-serving 
institutions), or Part B of Title I11 (Historically Black Colleges), or section 316 or 3 17 
of the HEA (American Indian Tribally Controlled Colleges and Alaska Native and 
Native Hawaiian-serving institutions), or a local educational agency; 

+ Only participating schools with a 7'h grade in which at least 75 percent of the students 
are eligible for free or reduced-price lunch under the National School Lunch Act; and 

+ Only local educational agencies in which at least 50 percent of the students enrolled 
are eligible for free or reduced-price lunch under the National School Lunch Act. 

ED- OIG A07-A0033 
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Appendix A 

GEAR UP Officials Response to Preliminary Audit Results 
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I1 ;2?'E : April 23, 2001 

TO: Bill Allen 
1 .isa Robinsoil 
Rebecca L.ink 
Frariccs Cruss 

SIJUJECT: Audit ofttie Administralion ot'thc GEAK LP Progray 

'Jhiink you Tor meeting with me on April 9 to discuss your initial findings with rcspect to  your 
:iudit or the adiiiiiiislratiori of the (XAK UP Program. 1 fuurid your coinriic~ils and suggestions 
1.0 be hclpful, and I have alrcady taken a numbcr of st.cps to address 1hc issucs that ynu taiscd. 
Mtcr o u t  rnecting: I rcvised our tcchnical review plan to incorpurate your suggestions. I have 
;itlactied a copy of o u r  original kchiiical review plan and i k  amendments nnd will c1isc.u.w the 
c i m g c s  i x ~ o w .  I w i ~ ~ ' a t s o  address a rebv itenis from your findings that nccd furt1ic.r clarific a t '  Ion. 

Finding Point Sheet # 1 : Eligihility Check 

'In your Erst finding, you ideiltified two issucs relating to thc wuy eligibility w:is dclcnnirled 
during thc iasl cotnpetirion: 1 } that eligibility wits checked after thc field reading was coinpleted 
rather than hctfore, and 2) thal cligihility chccklisls were not suf'ficicnlly completed. 

On lhe first poinl, w e  agree that it would he better to c1icc.k for hasic eligibility before thc field 
.reading licgins. Aner my mccling with you, I rcviscd our technical rcview plan tn itidicatc that 
in our 2001 compctition, eligibility checks will bc done by GEAR \JP skdTmembers bcforc 
applicatioris are scnt 10 reb%xws. If an applicant is no1 eligibk to rcccivc fiinding, the 
application will not bc rcad or scored by ficld readers. 

On the second point, 1 would like to clarify that [he checklist uscd i n  the last coinpclilion was 
dcsigncd as an intcrnal documciil lo assist staff in chccking mandatory criteria and essciiliol 
assurrtnces. [Isc of the ctiecklist w i t s  not niandaloi-y, imd, in many c i ~ s c s ,  the checklists did iiot 
bcc.onic part of rhc orficial Wc. 'I'he checklist increly identified all mandatory critcria and listed 
all essciitid assuranccs that (tic qqllications must contain. In some cases, whcn skiff knew r h a r  
an applicant nict tlic cligibility critcria or the eligibility wiis checked in anothcr nianrler, tllc 



checklists wcrc no t  complctcd hl ly. All applicalions. hwvewr, wcrc carctiilly iind 11.1c)rrrughly 
rcviewcd to dct.enninc eligibility, 3114 no grants wcrc awarded to applicants who were not 
eligiblc to participate. If  yori would like to w i r y  that our grantccs arc cligiblc 1.0 paflicipatc in 
the program, we would bc glad 10 assist you in rloirig SO. In  rhc 2001 compclitivri, we will 
instilutc ii iriorc consislcnt LISC of'chccklists. 

Findiog Point Sheet #2; Errors in Technical Rcvicw Form and Panel Summary Sheets 

Your sccond finding related to crmrs in the technical rcvicw hmis  and pancl summary sheets. 
In GEAR I JP's 2001 conipctition. wc wil l  institute changcs in the rcvicw proccss lo minin~izc thc 
possibility of cii-or. In our iicw lcchnical rcvicw plijn. w e  designcd thc rcvicw process to itisurc 
ttlat all tcchtiical rcview tortiis anti panel sunimary sheets are reviewcd by two Dcpartmetit of 
1Sduc;ltion stail: No scorcs will bc Jogged in as coinpclc without approwl from bulh a 
lkpartnient of Education cmploycc serving as a pancl inonitor and anolhcr Dcparlment ol' 
Education cmployee setving in thc c.ontml room. '1'0 fiii-ther address this coiiccin, we will 
dedicate otic starf tnembcr in t hc c.oritrol room lo chccking Tor mathcinatical errors, transposcd 
numbcrs, and irrcorrcct l r i i n s h  u f nuriibcrs from lhe techriical rcvicw fums lo tho paricl 

\ 

sum~llrll-y sl1ccr.s. 

hiany of the discrcpaivicts tliat you notc its par1 or this finding wcrc instances in which commcnts 
wcrc typed rathcr t l ~ i  written i n  "ink." While i t  is truc that many ofthe commcnts wcrc tyFed, 
wc do not helicvc thilt this is  a coiiccm. The reason that w c  mandated that rcadcrs w c '  ink was 
that wc did riot wrinl coi-tinienrs written in a media that could bc c.hariged alter-thc-fiicl ( s i ~ h  as 
pcncil). W e  considcrcd typewritten comments to he in "ink" ;u.ld to he xceptable. In fact, w e  
prcfer conimcnts lo be tjl>zdd, 1)ccaiisc t y e d  cotnnicnts arc casier for appl icaiits to rcad and 
ri~~dcrstaiid and, in our espericncc, 1j*pcd corriments tcnd to hc more thoughtful than h a n d ~ ~ r i  ttcti 
(:OrnrrIctits. Acc,ordirigly, wc havc rcvised txir tcchnical rcvi tw plan and our rcidcr's harrdbook 
10 iriilic.atc spccific;iJly that rcvicwcrs may writc in ink or type rheir commcnls. 

Your third finding suggests thiit ~ h c  o k i a l  who obligatcd the 2000 tiiiiding cyclc grarits did no[ 
posscss the corrcct wamnt to ohligatc thc liii~Is. Thc funds were obligatcd by Yicki Yayne. At 
that timc, Vicki w a s  scrving iis nry chiefof slalf, and she posscsscd an Ollice of' Postsecondary 
Education (OPE) warrant or the c.orrcct sizc Lo obligate thc funds. A tthough her tiamc did iiot 
appciir u r i  the GEAR LIP official list, i t  is ciur understanding from OPE'S exccutive officc (hat 
cinyorre who hris an OPE warrant ofcorrect size may obligate run& fiir any O P L  progriinl. Wc 
actcd ;iccording to that undcrstatiding. Wc have siticc updalcd the GEAR l.:P list to include 
Vicki arid plan to obtain warrants for scveral GEAR UP Stidf. 

Finding Point Sheet #3: Moaitoriiig 

111 your 1asl finding, you note that GEAR UP does riot haw a nwnitoring plan at this time and 
that GLAK UP'S focus is on tcchrric.al assistance rattier than monitoring. t a s l  wcck, rliatla 
'Hayman of Prt~grani Moniloring arid 1nforni;iticln Technology (PMIT) in OPE addressed thc 
C;EhK UP staIl' regarding the irriplcInenl~tiorr oi' a inonitoring plan that wi l l  include both 



monitoring arid tcchnical assis1anc.e. We i w  ciitreritly schc<iuline n mcctiiig with 'Diana and scmc 
or thc arca reprcscntativcs who work undcr her to hclp us drdr an appropliiite nwnitoring plan. 

11 '1  c:in assist you further, plcnsc: contact mc at (202) 502-7950. Thank you. 
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 

OFFICE OF POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION 

UATE: April 17,2001 

1‘0: Maureen A. McJ .ougfil in 
Dcpury Assistant Swtct ary 
Policy, Planning and Tnnovation (PPI) 

FROM: Vicki V. Payne 
Management and Progr‘xn Analyst 
Policy, Ytanning and Innovation (PI’I) 

SUI3JECT: Rcqucsl for approval of Amcndmcnts to the Technical Review Pliin for Gaining 
Early Awareness and Readiness for Undergraduatc Progmns (GEAR UP) for 
Fiscnl Year 2001 CornFtition (CFDA No. 84.334) 

Altachcd fur your rcview and approval arc Arnendnicnts to Technical Kevicw Plan (1’KP) for 
Gaining Emiy Awareness and Readiness for Undergradduatc Programs (GEAR UP) for thc fiscal 
ycar 2001 g a n (  competition. Thcse amenhcnts pmvidc for an eligibility check prior to the 
pcer rcview, allow commcnls to be typed, and clirnitlatc the rubric from thc list of documents 
that will bc sent to rcvicwcrs. 

Amendments Approved: 
Signature 

A tncndmcnts Disapproved: - -.-_.-- ______-- 
Si gnaturc Date 

Attachment 



Anicndriients to the Gaining Early Awarcncss arid Readiness for Undergraduato 
l’rograns (GEAR UP) Tcclinical Rcvicw Plan for IT2001 

1) Add the following language to the end of scctior11Il. PWPARA‘ITON FOR T l E  
REVIEW OF APPldCKJ’IONS, A. Application Receipt: 

A!l applications will bc screcned for program eligibility by GEAK ‘CP staff 
prior to thc peer revicw. An applicatiori found to be incligiblc will lx 
revicwed by thc cnaipclition manager and the GEAR UP dircclvr to 
detcrminc if thc application should cvaluatcd by the extcmnl rcviewers. 

2) I:)clcte “, rubric” from sccthn 111. PREPARATLDN FOK THE KEVIEW 01; 
APPLICATIONS, U. Prucedure for Selccting Non-Fcderal Experts. on pagc 5 .  

3) Add the following languagc to thc end of section N. CONDUCT T f E  REVIEW, 13. 
KevicwerPancl Spccifications: 

Comments should be typewritten or handwritten in ink. 
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DATE 

To 

S ~ J B C ~  

UNITED STATES DEPARTMEW OF EDUCATION 

OFFICE OF POSTSECONDARY EDUCA?ION 

: April5,2001 

Maumn A. McTaughlin 
Deputy Assistant Secretary 
Policy, Planning and Innovation (PPJ) 

Vicki V. Paync 
Management and Program Analyst 
Volicy, Planning and Innovation (“PI) 

Request for Approval of the Technical Review Plan for Gaining F A Y  
Awareness and Readinas for Undergraduate Prograrns (GEAR UP) €or 
Fiscal Ycar 2001 Competition (CFDA No. 84.334) 

. 

Attached for your rcview and approval is tbc Ted~nicd Rcvicw Plan (”) for Gaining FaIy 
Awmncss and Rcadincss for Undergraduate Programs (GEAR UP) for the fiscal ycar 2001 
grant compctition. . 

This TKP provides a description 01 the pmcdures for evaluating applications, thc rcvicw 
schedule, criteria uscd for identifying and selecting rcvicwers, incthod for ranbing applications 
for funding, and other pertincnt’informatjon regarding how the grant compctition will be 
conducted. 

Thc Cong’ms appropriated $295 million for GEAR UP fiscal year 2001 funds. l k  total amount 
availaMc for ncw discretionaq grant awads is appmxirnately $60 mjllion. Through this 
cornpition, wc anticipate riiaking approximakty 75-90 partneiship grant awards and 9-22 slatc 
p,r an t a w ads. 

The notice inviting applications for new awards for fiscal year 2001 was posted in the Federal 
Register of lanuruy 19,2001 undcr CFDA No..84.334. The closing date for Chic acceptmcc of 
applications is March 30,2001. The peer rcvicw of applications will bc conductcd on May 20- 
23. 

Plan Approved : 
5; am/ 

A tlachmcnls 

31 



GAINING EARLY AWARENESS AND READLNESS FOR 
UNDERGRADUATE PROGRAMS (GEAR UP) 

TECHNICAL REWEW PIAN FOR FY2001 

1. Dcscriptivc and llistarical lnfmnation 

11. Gencral Tiiformation 

111. Preparation for thc Revicw of Applicaliorls 

1V. Conduct of thcakvicw 

V. Funding Decisions 

V1. Completion of Kevicw 

Attachments 
A Schedule 0 1  Activitics 
I3 Pccr Rcview Agcndn 
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GATNJNG EARLY AWAKENESS AND RSADLNESS FOR 
UNDI3RGRnDUA'l'E PHOGRAMS (GEAR UP) 

'I'ECIJNICAL REVIEW PLAN FOR P Y 2 m  

GEAR UP is a discretionary p i n t  progrim authorized undcr Chapter 2 of srhpiirt 2 of 
]kt A of Titlc 1V of thc Higher Fducation Act of 1965. as rccently arncndcd by thc 
Highcr Education Aincndments of 1998 (Public Law 105-244). The mission of GEAR 
LJP is to increasc significantly the number of low-incomc studenls who arc prepiu'cd to 
enter and succeed in post-sccondaty education. 

Pnrttrership Grants (83.334A) support mu1 &year- pnrs to partllcrsbips consisting of 
collegcs and low-income niiddlc schools and at least two othcr entities-- such as 
community organizations , busi ncs scs , re1 i gi ou s groups, col 1 cge student orgunizat i on s , 
State agencies, family organizations, or parent groups -- to increasc college-going rites 
among low-income youth through comyrchcnsivc mcntoting, counseling. outreach, m o s ~  
rigorous coursework, arid supportive scrviccs for ~)wliciputing studcnts. 

State GmntS (84.334s) support inulti-year grants to Statcs to providc early college 
awareness activities, information 011 affording collegc including financial assistancc, and 
iiiipmved xadcmic suppofl through metitoring, coutrscling, outreach, suplwrtivc scwiccs 
and scliolars hi ps. 

C. Kwcnt Ihmiinc Informtion 

E'YYY hnding  - $120111 (nlinus costs for ficld rcading, cvalusttion, and 2lS Century 
S chola cs Cer tifiioa tes) 
~ F G T U G J " ~ - ' - - -  # of Projects 7- Avcrdgc --z] Award 
Partnershi 75,601,381 164 461,000 

1990 000 State 41,788,898 21 L-.L _.--. . -.--- 

FYOO Funding - $2OOm (minus costs for field reading, cvalunlion, and 21'' Ccntury 

--_.--- 



D. Fiscal YGW 2001 l41ndirrg Lcvd 

The total GEAR U P  appraprjation for FY 2001 is $295 n~illion. Of the funds 
appropriated, approximately $35.5 million will tx: available €or T ~ C W  Partncrship awads 
arid $23 million for ncw State awards. ‘fMs will support an estimatcd 75-90 partncrship 
grants and 9-12 S t i W  grants. 

11. GENERAL INFORMATON 

111c notice inviting applications for new awards for fiscal year 2001 wils postcd in the 
Fcderal Xegisicr of January 19,2001 under. CFDA No. 84.334. The closing date for thc 
acceptance of applications is Much 30,2001. Thc rcview of applications for both 
Partncrship and State grant awards will be conducted on May 20-23 at thc Miimotl 
Wxdman Park Hotcl in Washington, n.C. Wc anticipatc recciving approxirnatcly 300 

re 

applications. 

111. PKRPARATION FOK Trm IIEVIEW OF APPLICATJONS 

A. Application Rclceipt 

Thc Application Control Center (ACC) will acccyt applicalions that d by 
March 30,2001 in accordance with the Notice Inviting Applications for New Awards. 
Aftcr ACC’s login, iill applica(ioris will be forwarded to the designatcd contractor to 
assess completcness of applications in terms of the numtxr of copies provided, missing 
pages, required forms, ctc. The Dcpaitmeiit ’S contracLC(or, DTJ Associates, ‘will 
immediately p1:ice the original applications i n  a file folcler. The lxrtinciit information 
such as the proposd number, thc applicant’s staIe and name will be cntercd into a 
database. All applications that mect thc closing date rcquircment will be rcvjewcd- 

Applicants can submit select forms, such a s  the title page, students served form, budgct 
summary form, etc., clectronically, howcver, all forms must also bc includcd in original 
application in hard copy form and arc acccpkd only until the closing datc. AIL 
information submiltcd by the applicant is slolcd in a database. After the closing dale, 
applicnnts‘will not bc able to submit corrcctions. 

B, Procc<lure for IdentifviriE and Selecting Non-Fedcral Exncds 

Cligible revicwcrs will be selected from the GEAR IJP Kevicwer Database. This database 
contains prospccrive rcviewcrs with cxpenise in one or niore of thc following arcas: 

J+ Stale rcfnrm in K-12 education: 
k Thc tcaching needs of K-12 school districts, iind particuli\rly those with middle 

schools in  high pc>vcrt.y arcas; 
> The suppoi1 that iicw teachers need in their. lirst fcw ycilrs of teaching; 

34 
4 



P Teaching at the coItcge lcvel; 
> fiarly awareness/collegc prcpiration programs; 
> Fostering strong working relationships the school districts and univcrsitics; 
0 Thc particular tcaching needs of high-need schooi districts; 
k Management and governiince issues relatcd to the dcveloprnerit ; I d  sustainabili ty of 

partnerships iimong high need school districts, poslsecondary jnslitutions, CJ'J O s ,  
businesses and other community groups; and 

> Other issucs relaled to enable all of studen& to achicve high acadcrnic standards. 

Keviewcrs will bc assiped to panels with an eyc towird achieving a balancc in lcnris OT 
training, professio~ial expertise and expericnce as a rcviewcr. To the cxtent possible, 
paiicls will bt: comprised of revicwers reprcsenting a cross section of individuals from 
public and privatc postsecondary institutions of ducntion, expcrls in the cducation of at- 
risk students, cxperts in school community pannerships, and experts in K-12 cducation 
and ndrilini strati on. Moreovcr, overall ricialfcthnic rcprescnlati on within thc revicwer 
pool will tx sought. Thcre will bc eight applications assigned to cadi panel of threc 
rcviewcrs. 

A packet of inaterids will be scnt by Fedcral h p m s s  to all rcviewcrs approximately 
thrtx wccks prjm to thc revicw. This packct will include a confirmation lettcr, rcviewcrs' 
guide. application package, GEAR UP statutc and regulations, technical review l'onns, a 
rubric, an oricntation video and eight applications for the review to read and a disk 
cotihining all relevant forms. All fomis und review materia) wiJl idso lx available on thc 

' GEAR UP web sitc for rcvicwers. Thc DTT Associates will make all travel arritigcmetits 
and sct up reservations at Ihe hotcl. 

A. JWicw Spccificalions 

Time will be an oticnlation €or reviewcrs by conference call approximately tlirce wccks 
before the rcview. Thcrc will also be furlher orientation in pcrson on thc first day 
irnmcdiatcly afler rcgistrittion. Keviewcrs wil l lxgin paneling immcdiatcly after thc 
rwicntattion and continue paneling until all assigned applications havc been cleared by the 
Dep;utmcnt of Education control room. After f i n d  decisions and scoring have occurred 
€or an application, thc p n d  ch ik  will compilc packets (3'lXFs and I application) and 
forw'ud them lo thc ED piinel monitor for his or her review. Whiic reviewers arc 
paneling, ED panel nioriitors will revicw packets and provide technical assistancc. Aftcr 
a thorough review, EL> panel monitors wil l  forward cornplcrcd packets 10 thc control 
rwm for final rcview iind clearance. Afrcr n packet has reccived final clcarancc from !lie 
control TDUIII, all forms will be delivered to DTX. DT1 will log the scorn and file thc 
forms. Once D?'I lias logcd in  scorcs Tor nll of a 1-cviewcr's applications, thc revicwer 
will rcceivc an honoraria chwk and an invoice, wliich will need to be mailed 10 thc 
daignatcd contractor with receipk for proccssing. The schcdulc or activities and pcer 
revicw agenda arc at.tachcci. (Allochmcrrts A and B)  

5 
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B. Rcvicwer/Panel Specific:ilions 

Thex will be npproximalely 40 panels, and 3 reviewers pcr pncl. Apprnximatcfy 8 
applications will he assigned to cach paiicl. Rcvicwers will have independently read iind 
evuluatcd the merit ol applicaticms in accordiince with the publishcd sclcclion critcria 
prior to paneling. Kevicwcrs may, on the basis of panel discussiuns, indepccndently 
change their scorcs and edit or ;imcnd thcir comrncnts in ink. WhiIc panel coiisensus is 
not required, all readers’ comments must be clearly supportive of any scorcs givcn. A 
rccord of discussion forni will bc required for all applications with a final point diffcrcr~cc 
of elcveii points or pcater. 

Revjcwcrs’ Orientation. Reviewers will bc oricnted to thc revicw process through a 
one-hour conference call approximately three weeks bcforc the rcvicw, a video inailed to 
them with thc applications, and a onc and half hour orjcntation that will be hcfd on thc 
first day of the schcduled revicw: The following topics.wil1 he discusscd during the 
orientation: 

2. Funding process and thc revicwcr’s role and ~csponsibilitics; 
P Purpose of panel riicetings and thc paneling process; 
>;. Application, program lcgislation and rcgulalions, and thc applicable provisions in thc 

Education I>ep;irtmcnt General Administrative Regulations (EDGAR); 
P Application tcchiiicul rcview form and thc published selection criteria; 
)5 Conflict of lntcrcst form; and 
P Kolc and rcsponsibilitics of El) s1aff. 

Rcvfcwers’ Iloooraria. Itevjcwers will reccive honorluia checks, bascd 011 P Rat ratc of 
$100 pcr proposal read with ail additional $100 to each panel chair, after final clciuai~cc 
of all applicarions. During the checkout process, and hcfore the revicwer receives their 
honorarium chcck, they will mceivc an cxpcnse report that they will nccd to fill out, 
attach rcceipls (such ;IS taxi reccipts), and mail back to for processing. Kevicwers will 
also reccive a per diem amount to covcr accommodations and meals. DTI Associates 
will rcitnbursc revicwers as quickly as possiblc (25 days or less). 

Rcplncing fleviewers. If during the course of [he on sitc Tevicw, a rcviewcr is eithcr 
unable or unwilling to fulfill the rcsponsihilities h a t  h e  Program has sct foil!, for thc 
ficld revicwers during thc oricntation, then the following procedures will bc put into 
pmc ticc: 

> A panel monitor rnust dctermine and doculllent that a readcr is rcmiss in onc or morc 
of the following  rea as: 

+ missing iwo or rnorc dcadlincs for panel discussions and/or dcndljiics for 
proposal revicw complctioii, undlor 



writing inappropriate or inadcquatc coniineiits in justifying scows (after staff 
has inslructcd thc rcviewcr on ways to irnpznve thc types of cr?siunents k i n g  
written). and/or 
conducting him/hcrself in an unprofessional manner. 

B ’l’hc monitor must thcn prescnt this information to  the competition manager. 

> The cornpctition manager will thcn rncct with thc panel monitor and thc readcr being 
considercd for dismissal to djsciiss thc situation and dctenninc whcthcr thc nxdcr will 
be dismissed. 

> .If the competition manager dcterrnines that a readcr needs to be rcplaccd, she and thc 
pancl monitor will documelit the rckqons for the actions taken in the funding 
mcmarandum and the official cutnpctition filc. 

l’urpose of Panel Discussions 

P To sh,m judgnicnts and ratings about the proposcd activities if a spcccific aclivity is  
not rccornmendcd for support; 

> ‘1’0 hclp cad1 individual rcadcr assess his or licrjudgment and ratings rclotivc to thc 
pand discussion of each particular application; 

> To clarify itcms in the npplication which may havc beer, missed inudvcrtently, thus 
having i1n impact on thc points awarded; and 

k To climinate, where possible, wide v,ujances (i,e., I I points or more) bctwecn thc 
h i g h 1  overall rating and the lowest, whcn those variances might bc artificially 
causcd by misunderstanding. If a elcven point differcnce still exists a Rccord of 
Discussion will bc completcd by the panel. 

C. Role of ED Staff 

Throughout each working day of thc paiicl review scssions, ED skiff will monitor thc 
process and will be prcsent to answer questions, provide technical assistance, log 
applications in and out, and moniror pancl nicctings and discussions, The Fa staff will 
serve as monitors for pancl discussions, hut will’not cnter inlo the subsrantivc discussion 
oS (he smnglhs nnd wcakiicsses of the applications. Addition;dly, tlic ED staff will 
review tcchnical rcview forms for completeness, consistency, quality of coinnients in 
justifying scorcs and mathematical accuracy. And finally, ED staff will assess whcther 
therc are wide diffcrcnccs in panels’ scoring. 



D. Connid of Intcrest 

The GEAR IJY staff wil! comply with the "Conflict of Tnlcrest" policies and proadurcs 
slatcd under thc dcpartmcntal dircctive issued by Deputy Secretary in the nicmorandum. 
In  compliuicc with this memo, GEAR LIP will bc using ED Iion11 5249-2, 3/00. 

Fich tciider will be giveti a list of applicntiotls from which he/shc will determinc il' a 
conflict of intercst exists. Hdshe will thcn discuss any potential conflicts of interest with 
thc appropriate Program Official. Any discussion regarding thcse potential conflicts will 
bc recordcd on ED fonii 5249-2. Information in  that rccord of discussion will include the 
following: thc nature of the conflict, thc name of the applicant and state and PR/Awwd 
numkr, thc name(s) of thc persun(s) with whom thc readcr discusses thc issue, the date, 
and thc resolution of that discussion. Thc reader will certify hy signature that no conflict 
of interest exists and a waiver will hc Issued by rhc Prhcipd Officer of thc Principal 
Office adrninistcring this competition, with thc concurrence of the Ethics Divisiun in thc 
Office of the Gcneral Counsel. Thc waiver along with this concuncnce will pcniiit rhe 
rcader to participatc as a revicwer jn this competition. 

No rcadcr will Ix= aqsigned applications from his or licr statc in order to elirninatc- a 
potcntinl conflict of inlercst. N o  render will rc:d any application from an institution of 
current employment or previous employment within the last 12 months. No mdcr will 
read an application that hdshe hclped to dcvclop or write or ih3t WiiS submitted by an 
iristitotiorJorganizti~n at which hdshe cxpects to hc employed in thc cvcnl filiiditig is 
iWXdCd. 

Ranking Applications ATlcr Final Review. A rank-ordcr listing of all fin31 applications 
will be prepiued based on the final score assigncd to cach application. Thc final scorc for 
3n application will bc derivcd by averaging the scores of thc non-Fedcral cxpens. 

Applications will be rcconiinendcd for funding in rank order. IT two or' rnorc ;ipplic?t' . ions 
have the sariic final score in rank for thc last proposal lhat can be funded, bascd on 
aviiilable funds, program staff will sclect the applicanl(s) whose activities will focus (or 
haw thc most impact) on LEAS and schools located in onc (or inom) of the Nation's 
Urnpwcrment Zones and Enterprise Comnunitics. 

VI. COMPLETION OF KRVIKW 

Entcr Score9 nad Rank Applications. Upon coinpletion of the rcview, 311 scores 
will bc entered into the da(abasc to marc  a ranking oC thc applications. 

Datn Review and EligibiMy Clieck. llpori completion of rhc revicw, GEAR IJY staff 
will review all Keadcr Summary Rcpons {individurtl arid panel). Uudgcts will be 

W 



rcvjcwed arid malyzed for unallowablc itc'tivilies and costs. Staff will inake 
recommendation fur budgcr revisions a1 this lime. Any applications that elicit furttp- 
yucstions will rccejvc further rcview by thc GEAR UJ' staff. 

Prepare uf Final Slates. GEAR UI' staff will review all fiIcs atid m&c final 
recommcnda t.i nix. 

Ihtcr Dala into CAPS. GEAR VI' staff will enter data into GAPS. 

Notify Succcssfiil Applicants. hpplicanls will receive official notitictition of their grml 
award on or around June 30. 

l)ocurnent and Uispose Applications. O J K ~  thc rank ordcr slatcs for State giant awards 
and Partnership grant awards have becn approvcd by the Dcputy Assistant Secretary Tor 
Policy, Planning. and Itmovation, and thc Assistant Secrclary fur Postsecondaq 
Education has concui-red, the authorized OPE official will obligate the awards. After 
tliesc awards arc obligatcd, thc Office of Legislation and Congressional Affairs will 
notify the appropriate congressional office of the pending award. Regret Ictters will bc 
sent to unsuccessful npp'ticants within YO days after tbc abovc notification process i s  
complcted. 

During the same time pcriod, program staff will initiate contacts with gmnlecs to dcvelop 
work plans for assessing projcct objcctivcs, aclivirics, outconics and mcrtwrcs; and to 
reach agreement on program budgcts. Arlditiondly, a plan will lw: estriblished to 
impletncnt staff' monitoring and tcchnical assistance. Award docunieiits will be gcnersled 
by program staff and forwardcd to each gsanlee. 

For each succcssful applicnnl recommended for funding, thc staff should have already 
devcloped an official prograin file. At a minimum, each filc will includc the original 
application, rcadcrs' comments, the work plan and revised budgets for cach year that the 
grant is awarded fiinds. 

'Uiisucccssful applicants may rquest, in writing, infonnalion about the decision not fund 
their application. This information may includc thc lechnical review forms and tlic rank 
order. Thc program office will Icctiin ihe technical rcview form for one yew niter thc 
closing date of March 30,2001. The original applications of unsucccssful applicants will 
bc forwardcd to thc Fedcra! rccords center for t h e  ycars. 

W ?$.j 
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SCHEDULE OF ACTWITllL! 

1 anuary 19,2001 : 

March 30.2001: 

May 2,2001: 

May 4-9,ZUOI : 

May 3-19, 2001: 

May 20-23,2001: 

June 30,2001: 

Notice inviting applications fur new awards for fiscal y e n  2001 
was posted in  he k'deral Register under CFDA No. 84.334. 

Closing datc for t.he xceptancc of aypiicatsons. 

Packet of nlateriiils including a confirmation Ictter, revicwer's 
guide, epplication packagc, GEAR UP slalutc and regulations. 
tcchnical rcview forins, a rubric, and orientation vidw, and eight 
applications, and a disk containing relcvant forms sent to rcviewcrs 
by Fedcrd EX~ICSS- 

Oricntation Confercncc calls 16th reviewers. 

Rcviewcrs read and prcparc initial comncnts on applications. 

Kcviewers comc Lo the Maniott Wardman Park Hotel in 
Washington, D.C. to discuss applibations witli other pancl 
mcmbers. 

Final Award Notilkations scnt to successful applicants. 

40 



Pccr Revicw Agenda 
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